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Summary 



This report responds to 1988-89 Supplemental Bud- 
get Language that directed the Commission's staff 
^to convene and chair a committee composed of rep- 
resentctivea of the California State University, the 
Legislative Analyst, the Department of Finance, and 
staff of the fiscal committees of the Legislature for 
the purpose of examining the sources and uses of 
funds associated with concurrent enrollment" of the 
State University. The Language also directed the 
committee **to develop a recommendation for 1988/89 
on the appropriate level, if any, of State General 
Fund assessment against the Continuing Education 
Concurrent Enrollment Program.** 

This report describes the deliberations of the com- 
mittee during its three meetings and reflects the po- 
sitions taken by various committee members. 

Part One on pages 1-4 presents a brief history of the 
State Universit/s Concurrent Enrollment Program 
and discusses rerent budget decisions that led to the 
Supplemental L&nguage mandating this report. 

Part Two on pages 4-9 explains the ir-'mbenihip of 
the committee, the primary issues the committee ad- 
dressed, the committee's findings regarding concur- 
rent enrollment at the State University, several op- 
tions it considered for the snaring of concurrent en- 
rollment revenues, its final recommendation (that 
the State University reimburse the State each year 
22.4 percent of the gross revenues generated by its 
Concurrent Enrollment Program), and a discussion 
of several other options and ijsues for consideration 
by the Governor and Legislature. In particular, 
several members of the committee suggested that 
the Governor and Legislature consider a five-year 
phaseH>ut of the reimbursement, and that before any 
reimbursement takes place, the State should deter- 
mine if a similar policy of reimbursement is appro- 
priate for the University of California. 

The Policy Development Committee of the Commis- 
sion discussed this report at its meeting on Decem- 
ber 12, 1988. Additional copies of the report may be 
obtained from the Library of the Commission at 
(916) 322-8031. Questions about the substance of 
the report may be directed to Murray J. Haberman of 
the Commission staff at (916) 322-8021. 
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History of the California State University's 
Concurrent Enrollment Program 



Introduction 

As part of its fee supported Extended Education Pro- 
gram, often referred to as ^'Extension,'' the Califor- 
nia State University authorizes students to enroll in 
continuing education courses by attending ^'regular" 
campus courses - for which they pay continuing ed- 
ucation feos - if they gain the consent of the instruc- 
tor and if the courses they wish to take have avail- 
able space. The State University developed this 
Concurrent Enrollment Program" in the late 1960s 
in response to public and legislative complaints 
about unused classroom space. It conceived of the 
program as a mechanism for filling classroom vacan- 
cies tnat existed due to enrollment underestimates. 
As students' application deadlines became more and 
more distant from their actual time of enrollment, 
the likelihood of unanticipated vacancies increased^ 
Therefore, State University officials sought to dem- 
onstrate through the program that campuses were 
making their rationed resource of classroom space as 
avaibble as possible to students. 

The State University implemented the program 
after extensive consultation with the faculty's State- 
wide Academic Senate, which suggested regulations 
that would permit special admission of extension 
students to imderenrolled classes in the regular pro- 
gram. In July 1971, in response to a Chancellor's Of- 
fice recommendation, the Trustees added Section 
40J01 to Title 5 regulations as follows: 

Extension Enrollment in Regular 
Curricular Offerings. 

Each state college may designate each semes- 
ter or quarter those regular course offerings 
which may be attended for extension credit; 
provided, that enrollment in any such course 
for extension credit shall be permitted only 
after students otherwise eligible to enroll in the 
course as a regular course offering have had an 
opportunity to do so. The Chancellor is autho- 
rized to establish and from time to time revise 



procedures for the implementation of this sec- 
tion. 

At that time. Chancellor Dumke advised the Trus- 
tees that the anticipated implementation procedures 
would include assurances that: (1) regular students 
would receive preference in their course selections; 
(2) total course em*ollment would not exceed the 
number that would ordinarily be accommodated; (3) 
courses would maintain an appropriate student mix; 
(4) students enrolling would meet all the necessary 
course prerequisites; (5) administrative housekeep- 
ing matters would be kept out of the classroom; and 
(6) additional faculty compensation would be pro- 
vided for any additk>nal work performed. 

On February 1, 1972, Chancellor Dumke set forth 
policies for campus concurrent enrollment programs 
in Executive Order 146 (reproduced in Appendix A 
on pages 9-12 below). In addition to the criteria 
enumerated above, the Executive Order limited ap- 
plicability to the same types of extension courses 
that could be offered through the traditional exten- 
sion program, prohibited the charging of any extra 
fees, and required maintenance of various records. 

With respect to the issue of additional faculty com- 
pensation, the Trustees determined that since the 
faculty would incur no additional duties, no direct 
compensation would be provided. However, academ- 
ic departments involved in providing concurrent 
enrollment instruction would be reimbursed for such 
costs as reader time, student assistants, and instruc- 
tional materials. 

During the 1972-73 academic year, approximately 
1,500 headcoimt students, or about 150 full-time- 
equivalent students enrolled through the Concur- 
rent Enrollment Program on the 14 participating 
campuses. In the ensuing five years, interest and 
participation in the program increased markedly. 
As more and mere revenue was generated from these 
enrollment increases, however, issues concerning 
the distribution of those revenues grew as well. 
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Responding to those issues, in August 1978 the 
Chancellor's Of!ice issued a revised Executive Order 
No. 298 (Appendix B, pages 13-16), giving each 
campus president the authority to allocate revenues 
after consultation with the faculty. Furthermore, 
the Executive Order's cover memo reminded the 
presidents that the primary purpose of the program 
was to permit utilization of classroom spaces not fill- 
ed through the regular matriculation process. It al- 
so noted that most concurrent enroll ees would be 
paying fees that were not significantly higher than 
those paid by regularly matriculated part-time stu- 
dents. 

In the most recent year for which complete data are 
available - 1986-87 - headcount enrollment in the 
program had increased to 48^219; full-time-equiv- 
alent enrollment was estimated at 4,155; and all 19 
campuses were participating in it. Appendix C on 
pages 17-23 contains detailed campus-by-campus 
statistics on the program's enrollment and revenues, 
and it shows that while concurrent enrollment ac- 
tivity varies from campus to campus, it has become a 
significant enterprise on many campuses. 

For example, at San Jose State University, the pro- 
gram constitutes a migor portion of gross campus ex- 
tension revenue and an even greater part of revenue 
after expenses, since there are no faculty salary 
costs. At three campuses including San Jose State, 
the program generates more than 50 percent of all 
full-time-equivalent extension enrollments. At four 
others, it generates more that 25 percent of those 
enrollments. Only two campuses receive less than 
10 percent of that enrollment from it. 

In general, revenue from the program has also 
constituted an increasing portion of the State Uni- 
versity's total extension enterprise. In 1986-87, for 
example, the program generated 19.8 percent of 
total Continuing Education Revenue Fund receipts, 
although preliminary estimates suggest that this 
percentage may have reached a plateau in 1987-88. 



Recent budget decisions 

As noted above, the Concurrent Enrollment Pro- 
gram authorizes State University students to enroll 
in continuing education courses by attending reg- 



ular campus courses if they gain the consent of the 
instructor and if the courses have space for them. 

Because the State General Fund supports the cost of 
offering these regular courses, the Governor, as part 
of his 1985-86 budget, proposed that the State share 
in the revenues generated by continuing education 
concurrent enrollment fees, and through a General 
Fund veto, he arranged for the reimbursement to the 
State of 50 percent of the revenues generated by the 
program - an amount that was estimated to equal 
$2 million in that year. Also in that year, the Gover- 
nor provided $966,000 in funds back to the State 
University (presumably from the concurrent enroll- 
ment reimbursement) for the purpose of faculty de- 
velopment activities, with the explicit understand- 
ing that if any revenues from the concurrent enroll- 
ment reimbursement were to be forthcoming, the 
State University would have to request such funds 
via a specific budget cnange proposal. 

The Legislature did not agree with this poUcy, and 
in Supplemental Language to the 1985-i^6 Budget 
Act, it stated: 

It is the intent of the Legislature that the Gen- 
eral Fund offset budgeting from fees paid by 
concurrently enrolled continuing education stu- 
dents at CSU shall not be continued in the 1986- 
87 budget. 

As a result, the State University chose not to pre- 
pare a specific 19C6-87 budget change proposal, as 
directed by the Governor in 19^5-86, as a means to 
recover all or a portion of the concurrent enrollment 
reimbursement. Consequently, the Governor con- 
tinued the State University's General Fund reim- 
bursement of $2 million in 1986-87 and again in 
1987-88 and 1988-89 as an offset against its concur- 
rent enrollment revenues. 

For 1988-89, the amount of revenue generated by 
concurrent enrollment fees was estimated at nearly 
$9 million, and the Legislative Analyst, in her 1988- 
89 Analysis of the Budget Bill, recommended that 
the State University provide the State with an addi- 
tional $2.5 million reimbursement in light of the 50 
percent sharing arrangement imposed by the Gov- 
ernor in 1985-86. 

In order to determine the appropriateness of that 
recommendation, the Legislature adopted Supple- 
mental Report Language to the 1988-89 Budget Act 
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that stated: 

The Director of the California Postsecondary 
Education Commission, or his designee, shall 
convene and chair a committee composed of 
representatives of the California State Uni- 
versity, the Legislative Analyst, the Depart- 
ment of Finance, and staff of the fiscal commit- 
tees of the Legislature for the purpose of exam- 
ining the sources and uses of funds associated 
with concurrent enrollment. The committee 



shall develop a recommendation for 1988-89 for 
the appropriate level, if any, of State General 
Fund assessment against the Continuing Ed- 
ucation Concurrent Enrollment program. The 
committee's recommendation shall be submit- 
ted to the legislative fiscal committees and the 
Joint Legislative Budget Coi \mittee by Decem- 
ber 1,1988. 

This report, containing the committee's recommen- 
dation, responds to that directive. 
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Work of the Advisory Committee 



IN response to the Supplemental Report Language, 
the Commission convened an advisory committee 
that included these members: 

Anthony Moye, Deputy Vice Chancellor, 
Academic Affairs, Resources 
The California State University 

Charles Lieberman, Program Analyst 
Office of the Legislative Analyst 

Judy Day, Principal Program Budget Analyst 
Department of Finance 

Glee Johnson, Minority Consultant 

Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Committee 

Paul Holmes, Consultant 

Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Committee 

William Furry, Minority Consultant 
Assembly Ways and Means Committee 

Pamela Spratlen, Consultant 
Assembly Ways and Means Committee 

Murray J. Haberman, Chair 

Postsecohdary Education Specialist 

California Postsecondary Education Commission 

The committee met three times - on August 19, Sep- 
tember 27, and October 14, 1988 - to discuss issues 
related to the Strte University's reimbursement of 
concurrent enrollment revenues. 



The issues 

Two fimdamental Issues confronted the committee: 

• First, should the State University reimburse the 
State of California a portion of the revenues gen- 
erated by its Concurrent Enrollment Program? 

• And second, if it should do so, what is a fair and 
equitable amount? 

With respect to the first issue, the committee mem- 
bers from the Department of Finance and the Office 
of the Legislative Analyst stated that since State- 



funded personnel and facilities are being used for 
what has been traditionally self-supported extended 
education, the State should share in those fees gen- 
erated by this self-supporting enterprise. On the 
other hand. State University and legislative fiscal 
committee staff indicated that since faculty are 
spending time providing a public service by allowing 
extension students to enroll concurrently in their 
courses, and since those faculty are taking on an ad- 
ditional workload, the faculty's academic depart- 
ments should receive the entire share of these reve- 
nues. 

With respect to the second issue - that of a fair and 
equit^ble amount - the Department of Finance ar- 
gued that it had instituted a policy that the State 
should receive 50 percent of the revenues generated 
by the program in addition to an administrative 
overhead charge (estimated at 5 percent in the case 
of concurrent enrollment) imposed upon all State 
agencies receiving centrally provided services such 
as auditing and payroll. Conversely, the State Uni- 
versity argued that the Department of Finance has 
no formal written policy on concurrent enrollment 
revenue sharing and that the Department's 50 per- 
cent sharing of concurrent enrollment fundb was in- 
correcty since the Governor In 1985-86 unilaterally 
imposed a General Fund reduction, with a reference 
that the reduction should be funded from concurrent 
enrollment revenues. 

Clearly, the issue of concurrent enrollment revenue 
sharing is controversial, with both the Department 
of Finance and the Legislative Analyst on the one 
hand, and the State University on the other, pre- 
senting reasonable arguments. 

In order to clarify the issue, several committee mem- 
bers suggested that additional information was nec- 
essary before they could suggest an equitable shar- 
ing arrangement between the State University and 
the State. Specifically, the committee wanted to 
know (1) how concurrent enrollment revenues are 
generated; (2) what kinds of students are enrolling 
concurrently; and (3) how funds are being spent. 



The Committee's findings 
regarding the program 

In response to the Committee's request, Commission 
ocafT requested the State University to provide de- 
tailed information on the size and scope of its Con- 
current Enrollment Program (Appendix D, pages 25- 
33). Furthermore, Commission staff visited San 
Jose State University - the campus with the largest 
Concurrent Enrollment Program - to collect addi- 
tional information and U seek a campus perspective 
on the issues. Following is a summary of the State 
University's report and the Committee's findings 
based on that information: 

• Concurrent enrollment students are admitted to 
regular courses on a s^pace available basis only. 
They do not supplant regularly matriculated stu- 
dents. 

• Students enroll concurrently because it precludes 
much of the paperwork such as transcripts and 
applications that the regular matriculation proc- 
ess requires. 

• Students enroll in Conciurrent Enrollment rather 
than Extension because the course selection is 
much broader, in that most regularly scheduled 
classes are available to concurrent enrollees. In 
addition, concurrently enrolled students can ob- 
tain up to 24 undergraduate units or six graduate 
units for use if they later caoose to become regular 
matriculated students. 

• Most concurrent enrollment students have their 
baccalaureate degree. Most attend courses for 
professional development purposes. Most are old- 
er students. Many are women planning to re-en- 
ter the work force or exploring tha options for for- 
mal matriculation. A significant number are stu- 
dents who were disqualified from the regular pro- 
gram and are using Concurrent Enrollment as a 
means for readmission. 

• Students pay extension course fees set by Execu- 
tive Orders. Most typically the fee is about $75 
per semester unit for lecture courses, about $100 
per unit for activity courses (art courses for ox- 
ample), and as high as atjout $140 per unit for lab- 
oratory courses. Some campuses may charge add- 
on fees for support of special extension programs 
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such as instructional television. 

• Total State University concurrent enrollment rev- 
enue in 1987-88 is estimated at $8,920,750. Cur- 
rently the State has budgeted a fiat $2 million 
reimbursement related to the program. The indi- 
vidual campuses are charged their proportionate 
share of this reimbursement based on their actual 
concurrent enr ament revenue. Campuses have 
the option of charging their portion of the reim- 
bursement to their part of the Continuing Edu- 
cation Revenue Fund (CERF), reducing General 
Fund expenditures, or a combination. Most cam- 
puses charge the full amount to CERF, although in 
1986-87 most campuses used General Fund roll- 
over money (unspent funds from the previous 
year's budget) to reimburse the State. The re- 
maining revenue is divided according to campus 
policy usually aivided between the campus's 
Continuing Education Office and the academic 
departments providing the instruction. 

• Concurrent enrollment appears to be profitable at 
most campuses. 

• The campuses' primary uses of the funds after its 
share of the $2 million reimbursement consist of 

(1) support of the Continuing Education Office (in- 
cluding administrative and overhead costs); and 

(2) support for the academic department (includ- 
ing supplies and services, student assistants, 
travel, and equipment). 

• On average, each academic department spends 
about 5 percent on operating expenses. Concur- 
rent enrollment revenue is used to supplement of- 
fice expense and supplies and services allocations. 

• Faculty derive no direct monetary benefits from 
teaching extension students via concurrent en- 
rollment but may benefit from student assistants, 
supplies and services, travel funds, and other 
resources made available to their department. 

• Academic departments have significant discre- 
tion in the use of concurrent enrollment funds, 
but the amount of this discretion varies from cam- 
pus to campus, in that 3ome - for example - do 
not permit equipment purchases from them. 
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The Committee^s ensuing discussion 

After reviewing these findings, the committee re- 
mained divided eiS to an appropriate, fair, and equi- 
table reimbursement of concurrent enrollment reve- 
nues. There were no analytical means for determin- 
ing a fair and equitable percentage, since no data ex- 
isted on the ''true" incremental costs, if any, imposed 
on the General Fund. 

In presenting the State University's argument, its 
representative - with general concurrence of legis- 
lative Hscal committee staff - stated that there 
should be no GSeneral Fund reimbursement and ar- 
gued that the General Fund should be reimbursed 
for only the incremental costs incurred by the State 
as a result of the program and should not receive any 
share of the revenues generated by the program. 

Speciflcally, in a July 15, 1988, memorandum 
shared with the Committee (pages 29-34 of Appen- 
dix D), the State University argued that: 

The General Fund receives full value for its ex- 
penses made to educate regular students. The 
Concurrent Enrollment Program is run at es- 
sentially no cost to the General Fund (aside 
from minor costs, which are required to be 
reimbursed). Then, it does not warrant reim- 
bursement of $2 million or 25 percent/50 
percent of revenue 

Such an assessment is not properly called a '^re- 
imbursement," since it does not repay supporL 
of concurrent enrollment. It is more in the na- 
ture of tuition, a tax, or unwarranted profit 
sharing 

No set reimbursement percentage is appropri- 
ate. The General Fund should be reimbursed 
for actual incremental General Fund costs gen- 
erated by concurrent enrollment. 

The Department of Finance and Legislative Analyst 
representatives argued, however, that since the 
State in efTect underwrite^ the State University's 
regular program, and since regular faculty and facil- 
ities are utilized in support of the entrepreneurial 
nature of the concurrent enrollment enterprise, the 
State is entitled to some share of the revenues 
generated by the program. Furthermore, they ex- 
pressed some concern regarding the self-supporting 
nature of concurrent enrollment as part of the State 
University's extension activities, in that other 



extension activities reimburse the State for facility 
use and compensate faculty apart from the regularly 
funded program. 

After lengthy discussion, State University and legis- 
lative staff committee members recognized that the 
Department of Finance and the Legislative Ana- 
lyst's positions were jfixed - and that the State would 
receive a portion of the revenue generated by the 
program. Throughout the committee's delibera- 
tions, it became increasingly apparent that a nego- 
tiated settlement - to derive an arbitrary percen- 
tage amount for reimbursement - was necessary in 
order to put the issue to rest. At that juncture, the 
committee discussed possible options for reimburse- 
ment. 



Options considered 

The Committee considered several options, ranging 
from no reimbursement of concurrent enrollment 
revenue to 50 percent of total revenues. Representa- 
tives of the Legislature's fiscal committees and the 
State University recognized that a ^'no reimburse- 
ment" policy, although perhaps preferable, would 
not be accepted by the Department of Finance or the 
Legislative Analyst. On the other hand, a 50 per- 
cent recommendation - as articulated by the De- 
partment - would presumably curtail the program, 
in that the amount of revenue lefl over for depart- 
mental support would be so significantly redticed 
that the faculty would have virtually no incentive to 
provide instruction to non-matriculated students 
and thus would refuse to take on the additional 
workload. 

Another option was that the State University would 
reimburse the State an amount equal to 50 percent 
of program revenues and then would submit a 
budget change proposal to establish a line item that 
would reallocate to the State University a portion of 
its concurrent enrollment reimbursement. (This 
option was consistent with the Governor's request in 
1985-36 tor a budget change proposal for any re- 
allocation of concurrent enrollment monies.) The 
committee viewed this option as unnecessarily com- 
plex, however, and argued further that any portion 
for reallocation would still need to be negotiated as 
part of the budgeting process. 



The Committee's recommendation 

Acknowledging that no analytical basis exists for its 
recommendation, the Committee reached a consen- 
sus (the Department of Finance abstaining from the 
vote) and recommended that: 

The State University should reimbu^'se the 
State each year 22.4 percent of the gross 
revenues generated by its Concurrent En- 
rollment IVogram. 

The percentage recommended was computed by di- 
viding the current $2,000,000 reimbursement by the 
total concurrent enrollment revenues of $8,920,750 
generated in tiie 1987-88 academic year. The De- 
partment of Finance chose not to vote on the issue, 
indicating that it would consider the committee's 
recommendation as part of this year's budget proc- 
ess. 



Other options and issues 
for consideration 

After reaching consensus on the above recommen- 
dation, several committee members suggested that 
another option would be to phase out the State Uni- 
versity reimbursement entire^* As discussed pre- 
viously in this report, several members of the com- 
mittee felt that the State should not share in the rev- 
enues generated by the program. They gave two rea- 
sons for their position: 

• First, since the program generates no addition ] 
costs to the State, a reimbursement seems un- 
justified. 



• Second, the assessment of a portion of the v*eve- 
nues by the Suate serves as a disincentive against 
the entrepreneurial nature of the program. 

However, the committee understands that immedi- 
ate implementation of a policy to make no State as- 
sessment would in effect cost the State $2 million. 
Given that magnitude, it is extremely unlikely that 
such a change would be implemented. 

One possible option as an add-on to the committee's 
recommendation would be that the Legislature and 
the Administration might agree to phase out the 
State assessment over a number of years, depending 
on the State's financial condition and the relative 
priority of such a proposal to the Administration and 
the State University. A suggested approach would 
be a five-year phaseout, with a declining percentage 
contribution each year, as follows: 1989-90, 22.4 per- 
cent; 1990-91, 17.5 percent; 1991-92, 12.5 percent; 
1992-93, 7.5 percent; 1993-94, 2.5 percent; 1994-95 
and thereafter, 0 percent. 

A final issue raised by the committee dealt with the 
development of a reimbursement policy consistent 
for both the California State University and the 
University of California. It became increasingly evi- 
dent during the committee's deliberations that the 
University of California had a concurrent enroll- 
ment program similar, if not identical to, the State 
University's. Currently, the University pays no re- 
imbursement of funds to the State in operating its 
program. 

The committee therefore suggested that a^ the State 
implements its recommendation for the State Uni- 
versity, it determine whether a comparable policy is 
warranted for the University. 
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Appendix A 



Memorandum from Glenn S. Dumke 



THE CAIJPORNIA STATE COLLEGES 
Office of the Chancellor 
5670 Hilshire Boulevard 

Los Ancjeles, California 90036 



February 1, 1972 



To: 



State College Presidents 

Glenn S. Dumke jf 
Chancellor /\f^^* 



Prom: 



Subject: Regulations Governing Extension Student 
Enrollment in Regular Session Offerings 
Executive Order Ilo. 146 



I am pleased to forward to you five copies of Executive Order 
146 implementing the provisions of Section 40301 of Title 5 
of the California Administrative Code adopted by the Board of 
Trustees last July. The issuance of these regulations folloi;s 
extensive consultation with various concerned groups. 

Implementation of programs of current enrollment und«>r this 
provision is permissive and will depend upon institutional 
circumstances and community needs. However, 1 urge each of 
you to Mcplore thoroughly the potential this provision offers 
for making better use of our educational resources. 

At the same tine, care should be taken in the manner by which 
implementation is accomplished so that everyone will understand 
that thm purpose is to afford greater opportunity and permit 
utilization of class spaces not anticipated during the regular 
admissions cycle. Special effort should be taken to overcome 
any tendency to view this as a device for assessing tuition 
indirectly. (It should be noted that n.ost participants will 
pay fees not significantly higher than for part-time regular 
enrollment. ) 

Sines this is a new program it is reasonable to expect that 
experience will suggest the need for modification of these 
regulations. If you should perceive such a need, please forward 
your comments to Vice Chancellor Langsdorf. 



GSD:ks 
Enclos^: 



ire 



cc: Academic Vice Presidents 
Chancellor's Staff 
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REGULATIONS GOVrRNIMG 
EXTENSION STUDENT ENHOLLMENT 
IN REGULAR SESSION OFFERINGS 
Executive Order No. 146 

This Executive Order is issued pursuant to and in implementation of 
Section 40301 of Title 5 of the California Administrative Code. 

Effective immediately, the following procedures shall govern the 
enrollment of extension students in regular course offerinos al each 
state college. 

1.00 Available Courses 

1.01 Ordinarily, the r«»gular course offerings in which extension 
students may be enrolled shall be limited to upper division 
and graduate courses and to lower division courses not 
readily available at nearby community colleges. 

1.02 Enrollment or pr,tential enrollment of extension st-.lents 

I,"?? 5*'° ^^fi^ addition of a new course section, 
nor shall such enrollment alone justify continuation of a 
course section \;hich would othen^ise be cancelled due to 
low enrollment of regularly matriculated students. 

1.03 The size of the class shall not be increase»l due to 
extension enrollments beyond the maximum size which would 
ordinarily be doterminetl to be appropriate for the 
particular course. The college may further limit thMumber 
or proportion of extension enrollees in a regular course 
offering to assure maintenance of quality. 

2.00 Enrollment in Available Courses 

2.01 Enrollment of extension students in regular courses shall 
not be permittetl in any course until reasonable steps 
have been taken to provide full enrollment opportunity to 
students who ar»> regularly enrolled and otherwise eligible 
to take the course. 

2.02 The colleges may require that extension students meet course 
prerequisites and may establish other requirements for 
enrollment in particular courses. 

2.03 Registration of extension students in regular courses and 
similar procedural activities shall be conducted in such a 
manner as not to interfere with the course instruction. 

3.00 Fees and Reimbursencnt 

3.01 Fees in addition to those ordinarily assessed extension 
students shall not be charged such students because of their 
enrollment in rejular courses at the college. 

3.02 faculty who teac j regular courses in which cxtonsicn student-? 
are enroiled sh LI not :e paid additional direct fo.:ult ' 
compens.Tt ion fo: teachi;- • tho extension sturi vnts. 
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Departments should be reimbursed for additional reader 
time, instructional materials # and similar incremental 
costs • 

3.03 Dccept- for ^ucli. reimbursement of Departments f all revenues 
derived from concurrent enrollment of extension students 
in regular courses shall be deposited in the Continuing 
Education Revenue Fund in accordance with existing 
procedures for revenues d'^rived from self-supporting 
instructional programs. Expenditures associated with 
the implementation of concurrent enrol lne^t nay be 
reimbursed from the Fund in accordance with established 
procedures. 

4.00 Record Keeping 

4.01 Registration and enrollment records concerning regular 
classes in which extension students are enrolled shall be 
kept so as to differentiate between regular and extension 
students for purposes of reporting. 

4.02 Recordr shall be kept of income and expenditures related 
to this program in sufficient detail and in such a manner 
as to facilitate the conduct of evaluative studies. 



Dated: February I, 1972 




Glenn S. DuirJce 
Chancellor 



No. 146 - Regulations Governing Extension Student Enrollment 
In Regular Session Offerings 



Appendix B 



Memorandum from Harry Harmon 



THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES 
Ofrice of the Chancellor 
400 Gulden Sliurc 
Long Beach. California 90802 

(213)590- 5512 



Dite: August 1, 1978 



To: 



Presidents 



RECEIVED 

Extended [ducation 

Ail'li - ,,..7« 

Trusl«os CMoma S:ata 
llnivmity nn«i C olleqcf 



From: Harry Harmon 

Executive Vice Chancellor 



Subject: Regulations Govemincr Extension Student Enrollment in Regular 
Session Offerings - Executive Order No« 298 

I am transmittinq to you a copy of Executive Order No« 298 
regarding enrollment in regular session offerings by 
extension students. 



The^rinci pal -difference between this and Executive Order 
No, 146, which is now superseded, concerns the allocation of 
the enrollment revenue. The action is consistent with the 
recommendation of the Task Force on Continuing Education. 

Carift should be taken in the manner In which imolementation 
is accomplished so that everyone will understand that the 
purpose is to afford opportunity and permit utilization of 
class spaces not anticipated during regular admission cycle. 
Special effort should be taken to. overcome anv tendency to 
view this as a device for assessing tuition indirectlv. (It 
should be noted that most participants will pay fees not 
significantly higher than for part--time regular enrollment.) 

In accordance with The California State University and Colleaes 
policy, the campus President has the responsibility for imple* 
men ting Executive Orders where applicable and for maintaining 
the campus repository and index for all Executive Orders. 



HH:mc 



Distribution: Vice Presidents for Academic Affairs 
Deanit cf Extended Education 
Business Managers 
Chancellor's Staff 
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Executive Order No. 29H 



THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEQES 
Office of the Chancellor 
400 Golden Short 
Long Beach, California 90802 

Executive Order No.: 298 

Title: Regulations Governing Extension Student 

Enrollment in Regubr Session Offerings 

EfTective Date: August I, 1978 

Supersedes: Executive Order No. 146 

This Executive Order is issued pursuant to and in implementation of Article 4, Section 40301 of Title 
5 of the Cahfornia Administrative Code. 

1 .00 Availahle Courses 

1.01 Ordinarily, the regular counie offerings in which extension students may be enrolled 
shall be limited to upper division and graduate courses and to lower division courses 
not readily available at nearby community colleges. 

1.02 Enrollment or potential enrollment of extension students shall not be the basis for 
addition of a new course section, nor shall such enrollment alone justify 
continuation ot a course section which would otherwise be canceled due to low 
enrollment of regularly matriculated students. 

1 .03 Tlie size of the class shall not be increased due to extension enrollments beyond the 
maximum size which would ordinarily be determined to be appropriate for the 
particular course. The college may further limit the number or proportion of 
extension cnrollees tn a regular course offering to assure maintenance of quality. 

100 Enrollment in Available Coui^s 

2.01 Enrollment of extension students in regular courses shall not be permitted in any 
course until reasonable steps have been taken to provide full enrollment opportunity 
to students who are regularly enrolled and otherwise eligible to take the course. 

2.02 The college may require that extension students meet course pa-requisites and may 
establish other requirements for enrollment in particular courses. 

2.03 Registration of extension students in regular courses and similar procedural activities 
shall l>e conducted in such a maimer as not to interfere with the conree instruction. 

3.00 Fees and Reimbursement 

3.01 Fees in addition to those ordinarily assessed extension students shall not be cliarced 
such students because of their enrollment in regular courses at the college, 

3.02 l-acuKy xvho teach regular counics in which extension students are enrolled shall not 
he paid additional direct faculty compensation lor teaching the extension students. 

Page I of 2 
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3.03 All revenues derived from concurrent enrollment of extensipn students in regular 
courses shall be deposited in the Continuing Education Revenue Fund. 

3.04 . ASt^ aitocation ol* M revenues derived from concurrent enrollment oi' extension 

students in regular couises shall be determined by the president following 
consultation with appropriate faculty representatives. lixpendlt'^Tcs from ilic 
Suppor* appropriation associated with the implementation of concarrent 
enrollr.. .its sliall be reimbursed from the Fund in accordance with establislied 
procedures. Documentation of revenues and expenditures related to this program 
shall be maintained in suftlciciit detail to facilitate the conduct of evaluative studies. 



4.00 Record Keeping 



Registration and enrollment records concerning regular classes in which extension students 
are enrolled shall be kept so as to differentiate between regular and extension students for 
purposes of reporting. 




Glenn S. Dumke. Chancellor 



Date: August 1. 1978 
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Concurrent Enrollment Extension 
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1977-78 Through 1986-87 
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Concurrent Enrollment Extension PTES 
Percentage Of Total FTES 
1977-78 Through 1986-87 
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Concurrent Enrollment Extension 
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789 


1,316 


1,133 


1,142 


1,049 


1,062 


1,174 


Sonoaia 


167 


149 


196 


62 


289 


312 


248 


229 


270 


383 


Stanialaua 


114 


ISS 


148 


138 


214 


278 


394 


292 


286 


304 


Total 


11,006 


12,543 


14,511 


16,593 


21,396 


23,264 


23,156 


27,449 


27,045 


27,511 
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Appendix D Haberman and Mills Correspondence 



June 23. 1988 



Or. Anthony J. Noye 
Associate Vice Chancellor 
Educational Programs and Resources 
The California State University 
400 Golden Shore, Suite 318 
Long Beach. California 90802 



Dear Tony: 



Tnank you for taking the time to meet with me yesterday regarding 
the Commission's study on concurrent enrollment . As you know, the 
Comnlsslon Is directed to "convene and chair a committee composed 
of representatives of the California State University, the Legislative 
Analyst, the Oepartaent of *^1nance. and staff of the fiscal committees 
of the Legislature for the purpose of exam1n1r<g the sources and 
uses of funds associated with concurrent enrollment." Furthermore, 
the comilttee Is Instructed to "develop a recommendation for 1988- 
89 for the appropriate level. If any, of State General Fund assessment 
against the Continuing Education Concurrent Enrollment program." 

In order for the Commission to effectively address Its directive by 
the mandated December 1. 1988 deadline. It Is Important that the 
State University supply Commission staff with Information regarding 
the size, scope, and operation of the Concurrent Enrollment Program. 
I would appreciate receiving Information, If possible, that responds 
to the following questions: 

(1) How does concurrent enrollment work? Please provide a history 
of the program and how It currently operates. 

(2) How many students are enrolled (headcount and FTE)? In what 
disciplines? How many courses are these students enrolled In 
and at which CSU campuses? 

(3) How are students enrolled? As additional admits to courses? 
As space fillers? Do they supplant regular students? 

(4) Why do students enroll concurrently rather than in the regular 
program, extension or extended university? Because of admission 
practices to the regular program? Because of the types of 
courses offered? 



(5) How much do students pay per unit? How are per unit charges 
established? Are there differences In per unit costs by dis' 
cipllne? 
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(6) How much revenue Is generated by concurrent enrollment? How 
are these revenues allocated among the schools, the departments, 
CSU administration, the Continuing Education Revenue Fund, and 
the State (Including overhead)? 

(7) What percent of the Continuing Education Revenue Fund Is attributed 
to concurrent enrollment? Is this program a profitable component 
of the continuing sducatlon enterprise? 

(8) What are the costs of administering the concurrent enrollment 
program? 

(9) What are the uses of the funds? (By the academic departments? 
By the CSU administration? By the faculty. I.e., for pc's, 
travel stipends, conference fees?) Exactly, how are the funds 
allocated? What benefits do the faculty receive who offer 
concurrent enrollment classes? Are funds allocated based on 
departmental discretion? 

(10) Are there differences from campus to campus on how concurrent 
enrollment Is offered and administered? How are funds allo- 
cated? Please explain these differences. 

In addition to the above data questions, I would be Interested In 
your opinion regarding the following policy questions: 

(1) How should the State categorize funds received from concurrent 
ep'-ollment? For example, should the State take a straight 
reimbursement, or should there be some sort of line-Item reim- 
bursement to CSU of the funds, such as for faculty development, 
or should the State receive no share? And why? 

(2) What would be a reasonable percentage of reimbursement to the 
State? {25% straight reimbursement, 50% reimbursement with 
partial line Item reallocation, etc?) 

(3) What policy, and accompanying Justification, would CSU advocate 

for the distribution of funds generated by Its Concurrent Enrollment 
Program? 

Finally, pursuant to our discussion yesterday, I would appreciate 
receiving CSU's 1984 Auditor's Report on Concurrent Enrollment for 
both the system and for the Individual campuses. 
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Also please extend my thanks to Ralph Mills and Lou Messner for 
their assistance at yesterday's meeting. I will be contacting you 
in the next week with a date for the first advisory committee 
meeting. Please provide me within the next week with a list of any 
topics you would like Included on the agenda for this first 
meeting. 

Sincerely, 



Hurray J. Haberman 
Postsecondary Education 
Specialist 

cc: Kenneth 0' Brien 
William Storey 
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 



iAJCERSHELD • CHICO OOMINGUEZ HILLS • FRESNO - FULLERTON HAYWARO HUMBOLDT 
KMONA • SACRAMENTO • SAN BERNARDINO SAN DIEGO • Sau FRANOSCO SAN jOSE 



OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR 
(213) 590- 

MEMORANDUM 




LONG BEACH • LOS ANGELES • NORTHRIDGE 
Z] -^AN LUIS OBISPO SONOMA STANISLAUS 



July 15, 1988 



TO: 



FROM: 



Dr. Anthony J. Moye 
Deputy Vice Chancellor 
Academic Affairs. Resources 

Ralph D. Mills 4^^*^^r ' 
Assistant ViceXhancellor 
Academic Affairs (Acting) 
Research and Development 



SUBJECT: Concurrent Enrollment - Questions from CPEC 



YouVe asked that I prepare draft responses to several questions posed by Mr. 
Haberman. The requested draft responses are enclosed. 

RDM:pw:04SSM 
Attachments 

cc: Dr. Lee R. Kerschner 
Dr. John M. Smart 
Mr. Louis V. Messner 
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CONCURRENT ENROLLMENT 



1. Question How does Concurrent Enrollment work? Please provide a history of 

the program and how it currently operates. 

Answer Concurrent Enrollment is a method whereby Extension students are 
admitted into regular courses on a "q)ace available** basis after 
regular students have been accommodated. They pay the usual 
Extension course fees and» if academically successful, receive 
Extension credit. The instructor's approval is necessary for such 
enrollment. 

Concurrent Enrollment of Extension students in regular course 
offerings was authorized by the Board of Trustees on July 13-14, 
1971 and implemented by Executive Order No. 146 (2/1/72), 
siq>erseded by Executive Order No. 298 (8/1/78). 

2. Question How many students are enrolled (headcount and FTE)? In what 

disciplines? How many courses are these students enrolled in and at 
which CSU campuses? 

ADSXfiE In 1986/87, the **head count" (gross enrollment) was 48,219; in PTES 
terms, enrollment was 4,155. They were enrolled in 27,511 course 
sections. We do not have separate Concurrent Em oUment detail by 
disc^line. It is included in total Extension H.E.G.I.S. discipline 
statistics. All CSU campuses are involved with Concurrent 
Enrollment. See attached tables for detailed statistics. 

3. Question How are students enrolled? As additional admits to courses? As 

space fillers? do they supplant regular students? 

Answer This question is answered in 1., above. Students are admitted after 
regular students, on a space-available basis only. They do not 
supplant regular students. 

4. (^estion Why do students enroll concurrently rather than in the regular 

program, extension or extended university? Because of admission 
practices to the regular program? Because of the types of courses 
offered? 

AnSKfiC Student enroll concurrently rather than in the regular program 

because it is easier— much less paperwork, don't have to wait for 
transcripts, etc. 

Students enroll in Concurrent Enrollment rather than Extension 
because the course selection is much broader— most of the regular 
scheduled classes, subject to available space and instructor approval. 

5. Question How much do students pay per unit? How are per unit charges 

established? Are there differences in per unit costs by discipline? 
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Answer Students pay the usual Extension course fees. These fees are set by 
the campuses within ranges specified in Executive Orders— the 
current E.O. for 1988/89 is E.O. No 522. Most typically the fee is 
about $75 per semester unit. Occasionally a campus may choose to 
set the Concurrent fee a couple of dollars higher or lower than the 
regular Extension fee. Differential fees are not set by discipline. 

6. Question How much revenue is generated by Concurrent Enrollment? How are 

these revenues allocated among the schools, the departments, CSU 
administration, the Continuing Education Revenue Fund, and the 
State (including overhead)? 

Answer Total CSU Concurrent Enrollment revenue in 1986/87 was 

$8,237,942. Currently the State has budgeted a flat $2,000,000 
reimbursement related to Concurrent Enrollment. The individual 
cam]: ises are charged their pn^xnttonate share based on actual 
Cone, Trent revenue. Campuses are given the options of charging 
CERF, reducing General Fund expenditures or a combination. Most 
campuses charge the full amount to CERF. The remaining revenue is 
divided according to campus policy usually divided equally 
between the Extended/Continuing Education office and academic 
departments pi-ovidnf the instruction. 

Campuses' overhead (business office, admissions/records 
Chancellor's Office overhead and State prorata admii Jsti-ative 
charges) is usually paid out of the Extended/Continuing Education 
shara. TMs is especially burdensome when the E/CE office share is 
only 1/3 of what is left after the campus pays its share of the 
$2,000,000. 

7. (Question What percent of the Continuing Education Revenue Fund is attributed 

to Concurrent Enrollment? Is this program a profitable component of 
the Continuing Education enterprise? 

Aomc In 1986/87, 19.8% of total CERF revenue was generated by 

Concurrent Enrollment. It is hard to answer the question about 
profitability because to do this conclusively we need information 
about costs as well as revenue. We believe that Concurrent 
Enrollment is profitable at most campuses but we cannot quantify 
this. San Jose State University, our campus with the largest 
Concurrent Enrollment program, reported a $98,000 loss in 1986/87 
and expected another in 1987/88. We believe this was largely due to 
the unusually large portion of Concurrent revenue that goes to the 
academic departments and learning resource center. The $2,000,000 
assessment pushed SJSU's Concurrent Enrollment into the red. 

The attached detail on how Concurrent Enrollment revenue was spent 
in 1985/86 contains one factor which might be confusing. The item 
identified as Continuing Education office was ''backed into" by taking 
total revenue and subtracting other expenditure items. We believe 
that in some cases the actual cost of doing business on the part of the 
Continuing Education office exceeded this number. 
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8. Question What are the costs of administering the Concurrent Enrollment 

program? 

AnsiKfiC We don't have systemwide cost data or administering Concurrent 
Enrollment. 

9. Question What are the uses of the funds? (By the academic departments? By 

the CSU adruinistration? By the faculty, i.e., for pc's, travel 
stipends, conference fees?) Exactly, how are the funds allocated? 
What benefits do the faculty receive who offer Concurrent 
Enrollment classes? Are funds allocated based on departmental 
discretion? 

AnsxfiC Primary uses of the funds consist of: 

State Reimbursement Assessment 
Continuing Education Office 
Administration Costs 

Overheads (campus, CO. and State Prorata) 

Schools & Departments: 
Siq>plies and Services 
Student Assistants 
Travel 
Equipment 

(Details for 1985/87 are attached.) 

Faculty do not directly benefit from teaching Extension students in 
Concurrent Enrollment (no extra pay) but may benefit from student 
assistants, supplies and services, travel funds, etc., made available to 
the department. 

The departments have significant discretion in the use of funds but 
this varies from campus to campus (e.g., some do not permit 
equipment purchases) 

10. Question Are there differences from campus to campus on how Concurrent 

Emollment is offered and administered? How are funds allocated? 
Please e3q)lain these differences. 

AnssiSL All campuses are subject to the regulations specified in Executive 

Order No. 298. As with other programs, each campus has a good deal 
of discretion as to how the program is administered. Typically, the 
academic department shares are allocated to the departments in the 
form of an account in CERF, Extension Instruction budget 
sub-program. Such allocations are usually revised by term to reflect 
additional enrollments/revenues. 

The percentage of revenue allocated to the departments is 
determined by the campus president as indicated in £.0. No. 298. 



ERLC 



37 



31 



POLICY QUESTIONS 

1. Question How should the State categorize funds received from Concurrent 
Enrollment? For example, should the State take a straight 
reimbursement, or should there be some sort of line-item 
reimbursement to CSU of the funds, such as for faculty development, 
or should the State receive no share? And why? 

Ao&Kfi£ We categorize Concurrent Enrollment income as revenue from 

self-supporting instructional programs. There should be no General 
Fund reimbursement, i.e., no $2,000,000 assessment; no 25% or 50% 
"sharing" of revenue with the General Fund. 

The General Fund should be reimbursed for all incremental costs 
incurred by the General Fund as a result of Concurrent Enrollment. 
The General Fund should not receive a "share of profits." 

To the extent that the Department of Finance bases its claim for a 
share of Concurrent Enrollment revenue on the arrangement it has 
with the UC system in connection with appropriated research funds, 
the analogy is inappropriate. First, UC research funds are allocated 
with the express purpose of permitting UC to obtain grants and 
awards. The State then receives 50% of the indirect return on its 
investment. In the case of concurrent enrollment, the State e}q}ects 
to receive 50% of the gross program revenues. Moreover, since UC 
<q>erate8 a Concurrent Enrollment program exactly like that operated 
by CSU, why is that not the proper analogy. The State has not asked 
for a share of the UC Concurrent Enrollment revenues. 

The General Fund receives full value for its expenses made to 
educate regular students. The Concurrent Enrollment program is run 
at essentially no cost to the General Fund (aside from minor costs, 
which are required to be reimbursed). Then, it does not warrant 
reimbursement of $2,000,000 or 25%/50% of revenue. 

Such an assessment is not properly called a "reimbursement" since it 
does not Efipax General Fund suppori of Concurrent Enrollment. It is 
more in the nature of a tuition, a tax or unwarranted profit sharing. 

2. Question What would be a reasonable percentage of r^eimbursement to the 

State? (25% straight reimbursement, 50% reimbursement with 
partial line item reallocation, etc?) 

AnsHflC No set reimbursement percentage is appropriate. The General Fund 
should be reimbursed for actual incremental General Furi costs 
generated by Concurrent Enrollment. 

3. Question What policy, and accompanying justification, would CSU advocate for 

the distribution of funds generated by its Concurrent Enrollment 
program? 

Answer CSU should advocate the principals noted in 1 and 2 above, i.e., 

reimbursement of actual incremental General Fund costs only. This 
should be stipulated by the Department of Finance and included in a 
new E.O. 
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION 



THE California Postsacondary Education Commis- 
sion is a citisan board establishad in 1974 by the 
Legislatura and Governor to coordinate the efforts of 
California's colleges and universities and to provide 
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and rec- 
ommendations to the Governor and Legislature. 

Mambws of tha Commiasion 

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine rep- 
resent the genetral public, with three each appointed 
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules 
Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly. The 
other six represent the major segments of postsec- 
ondary education in California. 

As of January 1989, the Commissioners represent- 
ing the general public are: 

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles 

C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach 

Henry Der, San Frandsca 

Seymour M. Farber, M.O., San Francisco 

Helen Z. Hansen, Long Beach 

Lowell J. Paige, El Macero, Viet Chairptnon 

Cms Reynoeo, Sacramento 

Sharon N. Skog, Palo Alto, Chairpenon 

Stephen P. Teale, M.O., Modesto 

Representatives of the segments are: 

Yori Wada, San Francisco; representing the Regents 
of the University of California 

Claudia H. Hampti^A, Loa Angeles; representing the 
Trustees of the California State University 

John F. Parkhurst, Folsom; representing the Board 
of Governors of the California Community Colleges 

tiarry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks; representing the 
C h a irm a n of the Council for Private Postseeondary 
Educational Institutions 

Kenneth L. Peters, Tarzana; representing the Cali- 
fornia State Board of Education 

James B. Jamieson, San Luis Obispo; representing 
California's independent colleges and universities 



Functions of the Commission 

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and 
Governor to ""assure the effective utilization of public 
postseeondary education resources, thereby elimi- 
nating waste and unnecessary duplication, and to 
promote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness to 
student and societal needs. " 

To this end, the Commission conducts independent 
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of 
postseeondary education in California, including 
Community Colleges, four-year colleges, universi- 
ties, and professional and occupational schools. 

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the 
Commission does not administer or govern any insti- 
tutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or accredit 
any of them. Instead, it cooperates with other state 
agendas and non-governmental groups that perform 
these functi«ms, while operating as an independent 
board with its own staff and its own specific duties of 
evaluation, coordination, and planning. 

Operation of the Commissioa 

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout 
the year at which it debates and ta ces action on staff 
studies and takes positions on pn posed legislation 
affecting education beyond the high school in Califo- 
rnia. By law, the Commission's meetings are open to 
the public. Requests to address the Commission may 
be made by writing the Commission in advance or by 
submitting a request prior to the start of a meeting. 

The Commission's day-to-day work is carried out by 
its staff ia Sacramento, under the guidance of its ex- 
ecutive director, Kenneth B. O'Brien, who is ap- 
pointed by the Commission. 

The Commission issues some 40 to 50 reports each 
year on major issues confronting California postsee- 
ondary education, and it makes these publications 
available without charge while supplies last. 

Further information about the Commission, its meet- 
ings, its staff, and its publications may be obtained 
from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street, 
Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514; telephone (916) 
445-7933. 



Distribution of Revenue from Concurrent 
Enrollment at the California State University 



ONE of a series of reports published by the Commis- 
sion as part of its planning and coordinating respon- 
sibilities. Additional copies may be obtained without 
charge from tha Publications Office, California Post- 
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020 
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 96814-3985. 

Recent reports of the Commission include: 

88-27 Proposed Construction of Off-Campus Com- 
munity College Centers in Western Riverside Coun- 
ty: A Rep<^ to the Governor and Legislature in Re- 
sprase to a Request of the Riverside and Mt San Ja- 
cinto Community College Districts for Capital Funds 
to Build Permanent Off-Campus Centers in Norco 
and Mimno Valley and South of Sun City (June 
1988) 

88-28 Annual Report on Program Review Activi- 
ties, 1986-87: The Twelfth in a Series of Reports to 
the Legislature and the Governor on Program Re- 
view by Commission Staff and California's Public 
Colleges and Universities (June 1988) 

88-29 Diversification of the Faculty and Staff in 
California Public Postsecondary Education from 
1977 to 1987: The Fifth in the Commission's Series 
of Biennial Reports on Equal Employment Opportu- 
nity in California's Public Colleges and Universities 
(September 1988) 

88-30 Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries, 
1987-88: A Report to the (Sovemor and Legislature 
in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51 
(1966) and Subsequent Postsecondary Salary Legis- 
lation (September 1988) 

88-31 The Role of the California Postsecondary Ed- 
ucation Commission in Adiieving Educational Equi- 
ty in California: The Report of the O)mmission's Spe- 
cial Committee on Educational Equity, Cms Reyno- 
so,CAair (September 1988) 

88-32 A Comprehensive Student Information Sys- 
tem, by John O. Harrison: A Report Prep^ued for the 
Caltfomia Ptetsecondary Education Coamiission by 
the Wyndgate Group, Ltd. (September 1988) 

88-33 Appropriations in the 1988-89 State Budget 
for the Public Segments of Higher Education: A 
Staff Report to the California Postsecondary Educa- 
tion Commission (September 1988) 

88-34 Legislation Affecting Higher Education En- 
acted During the 1987-88 Session: A Staff Report to 
the California Postsecondary Education Commission 
(October 1988) 
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88«36 Meeting California's Adult Education Needs: 
Recommendations to the Legislature in Response to 
Supplemental Language in the 1988 Budget Act (Oc- 
tober 1988) 

88*36 Implementing a Comprehensive Student In- 
formation System in California: A Recommended Plan 
of Action (October 1988) 

88-37 Proposed Establishment of San Jose State 
University's Tri-County Center in Salinas: A Report 
to the Governor and Legislature in Response to a Re- 
quest by the California State University for Funds to 
Create an Off-Campus Center to Serve Monterey, 
San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties (October 1988) 

88-38 Progress in Implementing the Recommenda- 
tions of the Commission's 1987 Report on Strength- 
ening Transfer and Articulation: A Staff Report to 
the California Postsecondary Education Commission 
(October 1988) 

88-39 Proposition 98 - The Classroom Instruction 
Improvement and Accountability Act: A Staff Analy- 
sis for the CaUfomia Postsecondary Education Com- 
mission (October 1988) 

88-40 The Fourth Segment* Accredited Indepen- 
dent Postsecondary Education in California. The 
Fifth in a Series of Reports on the Financial Condi- 
tion of California's Regionally Accredited Indepen- 
dent Colleges and Universities (December 1988) 

88-41 Beyond Assessment: Enhancing the Learning 
and Development of California's Changing Student 
Population* A Report in Response to the Higher Edu- 
cation Talent Development Act of 1987 (Assembly 
Bill 2016; Chapter 1296, Statutes of 1987) (Decem- 
ber 1988) 

88*42 The Role of the Commission in Achieving Ed- 
ucational Equity: A Declaration of Policy (December 
1988) 

88-4& Education Needs of California Firms for Trade 
in Pacific Rim Markets: A Staff Report to the Califor- 
nia Postsecondary Education Commission (December 
1988) 

88-44 Distribution of Revenue from Concurrent En- 
rollment at the California State University: A Report 
to the Legislature in Response to Supplemental Lan- 
guage to the 1988-89 Budget Act (December 1988) 

88-45 Prepaid College Tuition and Savings Bond 
Programs: A Staff P»port to the California Postsec- 
ondary Education Commission (December 1988) 
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